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Key Judgments

Information available
as of 26 August 1983

was used in this report.

Moscow’s Tilt Toward
Baghdad: The USSR and the
War Between Iran and Iraq ”

The USSR has altered its policies toward Iran and Iraq in Baghdad's favor

~during the past year and a half. In spring 1982 Moscow began a major cf-

fort to improve ties with Iraq, emphasizing closer military cooperation—
particularly arms sales and deliveries. In 1982, for cxamplc the numbcr of
Soviet scabornc arms deliveries to Iraq tripled &

j The

RicCluin 4150 Nas SUPporicu pagnaad's catl for a negotiatea settiement of
the war between Iran and Iraq. Relations have improved to the point where
Sovict and Iraqi leaders have recently made laudatory public statements

about bilateral ties “°

)
During the same period, Sovict-Iranian relations have steadily deteriorated

to their lowest level since the Shah's reign. The most telling indicators of
this decline are Tehran's recent abolition of the Tudch (Iran's Communist
party) and expulsion of Soviet officials from Iran and Moscow's counter-
cxpulsion of Iranian officials ~ -

Moscow's tilt toward Béghdad is a marked departure from its policy of try-
ing to maintain stable relations with the two while probing for better ties
with Iran. At the outset of the war in September 1980, the Sovicts thought
they saw an oppor*unity to make some gains in Tehran. Their embargo of
arms deliveries te beth countries benefited Iran because Iraq had been
receiving considerably more arms. The Kremlin coupled this with a
renewed cffort to imprave political ties with Techran. When the gamibit
produced no immediate results, the Sovicts i spring 1981 §ifted the
cimbargo but refused to concluds any new arms deals = -

In the spring of 1982, however, Moscow began to take steps that eventually
amounted to a clear tiit toward Baghdad. The Soviet move stemmed from
various factors: :

* Iran’s major battleficld victories in late 1981 and the first half of 1982
temporarily disadvantaged Iraq. The Sovicts may have believed at that
time that if they did not aié Baghdad. Iraq might decide it had no choice
but to accelerate its turn toward Western Europe, China. and even the
United States.

« The USSR feared that an Iranian victory would lead to the spread of
Khomeini's type of Islamic fundamentalism nezr its southern border.




The risk that a Soviet tilt toward [raq would impel Iran to turn back
toward the United States scemed much lower in the spring of 1982 than
it had earlier in the revolution. By that time, Khomecini had crushed all
major opposition, ihclhding the relatively pro-Westiern Baani-Sadr, and
the regime's anti-American rhetoric was as shrill as cver.

» The Soviets had concluded that the prospects for the Iranian revolution
swinging to the left were becoming slimmer and that the outlook for good
biizteral ties was poor. They apparently believed that as long as .
Khomeini or his supporters remained in power Soviet influence would be
minimal;

. ’ ) )

There are, however, some important constraints on the improvement in

Sovict-Iraqi relations:

< Mutual distrust between Iraqi President Saddam Husayn and Moscow
remains great. :

= The Sovicts do not want (o antagonize Syria—their principal ally in the
Middle East—by developing too close a relationship with its archenemy.
Iraq. o

= Most important, we believe the Kremlin, despite the dezerioration of its
relations with the Khomeini regime, still considers Iran more important
geopelitically than Iraq and will want (o avoid providing an opening for
the United States in Tehran.

Aitaough the Sovicts are likely during the next year to continue supplying

meinticz! 2d mititary backing to Yraq. they witt atternpt to avord & commplcte

break in relations with Iran.

The coursc of the war will have a major effect on Soviet policies toward the
two countrics during the next year. A prolongation of the military
stalemate—the most likcly sccnario—probably would strain Moscow's
rclations with fran even further and Icad to continucd improvement in its
ties with Iraq.

1 he Soviets cunsisicaily call for an end te the war, cven though they realize

that cessation of the coaflict would vield them liabilities as well as benefits.

A pcaceful settlement would:

« Reducce the significance of onc of the prime irritants in Soviet-{ranian
rclations—Moscow’s weapons sales to Baghdad.

* Probably make the Persian Gulf states less nervaus about Iranian’
cxpansionism, which would decrease their nced and willingness to
coopsrate militarily with the United States.




« Result in probably greater contributions from Iran and lraq to the
struggle against Isracl, thereby strengthening the pro-Sovict radical Arab

states.
« Possibly improve the prospects for a rapprochement between Baghdad

and Damascus.

The potential liabilities for the Kremlin from an end to the war, however,
would be at least as significant:

« Iraq, without as acutc a need for weaponry, might accelerate its
diversification of weapons supplicrs and become less dependent on
Moscow.

« Iraq would probably improve its relations with the United States.

« Although a dramatic improvement in Iranian tics with Washington is a
remote possibility, Moscow might worry that the absence of the unifying
factor of the war could weaken the fundamentalist regime to the point
that more pragmatic clerics. who are not as averse to dealing with the
United States, would gain the upper hand.

But the Soviets have lcarned to live with the war and can continue to do so
as long as ncither side gains a decisive military advantage. Although
Moscow would significantly enhance its position in the Middlc East if it
became an honest broker negotiating a settlement, the prospects of that
occurring are slim.
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- Moscow's. Tilt Toward
Baghdad: The USSR and the
War Between [ran and [raq

Iatroduction

The USSR’s primary aim in the Persian Gulf region
since 1979 has been to capitalize on the windfall it
reccived from the climination of US influcnce in lran
without jecopardizing its shaky. though importiant,
rclationship with lraq. The war between Iran and
Iraq, which began in Scptember 1980, has created a
major impediment to the accomplishment of this
objective.

We belicve that the Sovict Union has scen the war as.
on balance, detrimental 10 its interests. On the one
hand. the conflict has increcased {ran’s dependence on
Soviet and East Europcan trade and transit routes,
weakened the position of the anti-Soviet Saddam
Husayn, and boosted Soviet hard currency carnings
from arms sales. Nevertheless. the Saviets probably
belicve that these benefits are outweighed by other
fuctors. In particuiar. Moscow's shifting policy toward
the war has angcred both fran and lraq. Qnly since
spring 1982 has Baghdad’s attitudc softcned as the
Soviets hu.‘vc begua to favor Iraq.

Another of the war’s liabilities is that it has made a
US military presence in the region less objectionable
to the conscrvative Persian Gulf states, who fear
Trunian expansionism. As the Soviets have often
lumented. the war has also benefited the United
States and Isracl by bleeding two anti-US countries
und by diverung Arab and Iranian encrgics from the
confrontation with Zionism.

Although the USSR has maintained an official, pub-
lic policy of ncutrality throughout the war. at differ-
ent points during the conflic: it has leaned toward anc
stde or the other depending on its cvaluation of the
fighting. Up until 1982, however. the Soviets
refrained from taking a decisive stance on the side of
cither belligerent.

This paper analyzes why Moscow abandoned its
relatively evenhiaaded stance toward the two belliger-
ents in speing 1982 and adopted a policy that cleariy

favors Iraq. It bricfly examines Sovict interests in
cach country and the policy the Kremlin followed
during the first year and a half of the war. it also
points out the factors that will limit Moscow's tilt
toward Baghdad—most important of which is Iran’s
geopolitical significance to the USSR. Finally, the
paper discusses diffcrent scenarios for the course of
the war and how Sovict interests and policies will be
affected in cach.

Background: Soviet Policy Before the War

Moscow’s rclations with the Shah's regime after 1962
were relatively (ricadly despite the Shah's decp-scated
anti-Communism and suspicion of the USSR. Tradce
cxpandcd rapidly in the 1960s and 1970s. and. begin-
ning in 1966, Tchran started purchasing Sovict arms.
By the time of the Shah’s ouster in February 1979,
the Iranians had ordered S1.7 billion worth of Sovict
wecapons—mostly ground force support cquipment.
(Scc 1able on page 10.)

Strains began (0 reappear in Sovict-lranian relations
after 1973 however, when the Shah started to use his
oil wealth 1o build Iran into the predominant miletary
power in the Persian Gulfl region. The Shuh's striategy
involved a much closer alliance with the United States
and rasulied in o more assertive {ranian policy. whuch
often clashed with Sovict interests in the region. Thus,
Moscow. although surprised by the Shah's rapid
demisc. welcomed it as a major blow to US influence
tn the aica.

The Soviets expended considerable cffart after the
Shah fellin February 1979 in an attempt to court the
regime of Ayatollah Khomeini. The Istamic govern-
ment’s decision 1o allow the previously tllegal Tudch
tlrun’s Communist party) to operitte openls and its
espousul of rudical “anti-imperialist™ and anti-Isrucli
views presumably bolstered the Kremlin's hopes. Mos-
cow’s invasion of Afghunistan in December 1979,




however. severely set back whatever prospects existed
for genuinely close refations with the Khomeini re-

gime. During 1980 Tehran spoke out often agiinst the .

Sovict presence in Afghanistan. closed down lran's
natural gas pipcline to the USSR, and.reduced the
number of Sovict nationals serving in fran.

Sovict-Iragi relations---which had expanded during
the first hadf of the 1970s with the signing of a
Friendship and Cooperation Tecaty in 1972 and the
sale of large quantitics of sophisticitted Soviet weap-
onx’to Baghdad —-worsened during the tast few vears
of the decude. Traq opposed the Soviet-Cubun involve-
ment in Ethiopia in 1977 and 1974 the Murxist coup
in Kabul in 1978, and Moscow's invasion of Afghani-
stun the following vear. The fragi Sraders growing
discachantment with the USSR convinced them in
1978 1o execute some 40 [ragi Communist Puartiy
(CPhymembers arrested three sears carlier on charges
ol recruiting iwmong the armed forces. The wnly CPI
member holding o cabinet post was renoned. Fuven

more worrisome for the Soviets, however, wis [ruo's
ctfurt Lo reduce ity overw aclming dependence ou the
USSR for arms—the only real busis ol their relation-
hip by purchasing MO Weapans systems from the
Weat,

I'he Waur: Early Soviet Muncuvering
he Keembin cleadh disuppraved of the g devision
tottach iran an Septemnbier 1950 C .

told &

Soxﬁ_igt bfﬁéfai# have complained .

3 that the l';aqis_ did not consult with the USS . af
they were supposed to according to the Sm'icx-hjziqi
!rqaly..bchrc inVading. - ‘

Kremlin's decision in the carly davs of the war ¢ -
cut'off direct arms shipments ‘to both sides reflected
its opposition‘to the Iraqi invasion as well as its efforts
to curry favor in Iran. Iraq bore the brunt of this
decision because it had been recciving. s'ubs'l'ahtia'l
amounts of Sovict arns. while lran h;c__lpbc_cn:gcuin:g
far fess. From the start. however. Moscow attempted
to attenuate the ncgative effects of the érins'cmbargo.
which it never publicized. on both countrics. It al-
lowed small amounts of Soviet arms 1o filter through
10 them 'in the first few months of the war and also
permitted. and probably encouraged, countries—-such
as Libya. Syria. North Kotea, dulgaria. and Po-
land—to ship Sovict-origin weapons to them.

Despite this attempt 10 soften its impact. Iruq resent-
ed the Soviet emburgo. A Sovia 3
"2 Lin December 1980 that Saddam was
“furious™ over the arms cutoff.&

J stated that
Moscow’s “betrival” meaat bilsteral ties could “ncv-
er again be the same.”

. Loat the sarne time, were
spreading the idea that Saddam's days were num-
vered. apparcatly with the aim of eroding contidence
in his rule. The Sovics also xigned a Friendship and
Cooperaiion Treuty with Svria in carly October de-
spite the upen hostihity between Dumuscus and

Baghdad.

Mosconw's willingness 1o risk o fuptuic with lrug
apparenth sicmimed. e parc, fram i beliel thut the
tragis could not wiford 10 break with the USSR
completely und {rom i displeasure with Seddam
peesonally fnthe tuli of 1980. €
. JTathe Middle Eust saig X
J;mnbut:d the embirgo 1o Movcow '« desire to




teach the “ungrateful® Iraqis a lcsson.c

o Ddp ' dlat
around the same time that the Krémlin considered
Saddam **defiant."”

Perhaps even more important in the Soviet decision to
undertake these anti-Iraqi steps was Moscow's appar-
cnt perception of Iraq’s invasion as an opportunity to
make some gains in Tehran. The Soviets began a new
cffort to court the Khomeini regime. For instance,
Sovict Ambassador Vinogradov met with then Prime
Minister Rajai and Speaker of the Majlis Rafsanjani
on scparate occdsions in October and stressed Mos-
cow’s interest in improving relations. Techran, howev-
cr, was not receptive, and the effort foundered.

Reassessment of Policy: Spring 1981

Through February 1982

In 4 major tactical shift. the Soviets lifted the arms
cmbargo in spring 1981. Removing the embargo
clearly favored [raq because it bought much more
than Irun did from the USSR. We believe the Sovicts
apparently feared that continuation of the cmbargo
“wus promipting Iraq to accelerate its arms purchascs
from China and the West and could turn Baghdad
irrevocabliy away from the USSR, Their decision was
prodably also influenced by worries about the growing
rapprochement between Baghdad and moderate Arab
states. signs that the United Staies was secking to
improve relations with Iraq. and Moscow's own fail-

urc 1o make immediate icadway with lran.

During the next 12 meaths. uatil spring 1982 the
Soviets delivered owr[ onrlh of weupons to

lrug .

J,\H of these arms
apparent!y were bought under contracts signed belere
the war. During the same period. Iran. despite its
appeals for arms. received from Moscow much smatl-
er wmounts of military cquipment, racluding small
armsmmunition, trucks. and spare parts.

Liftiag the emburgo removed i majar irritant in the
USSRS celutions with Irin and Irig and heiped slow
Bughdad s shift from Soviet to Western weupaons, but
it created new problems for Moscow. Both Baghdud
and Tehrun presumiably viewed the move s the
righting of 5 wrong. The Teanians now had goud

JTop-Secrat

reason to criticize Moscow for arming their enemy
and did so frequently. Baghdad. £ = _ .

2 strongly resented Moscow's
failure to curb arms shipments made to iran by Soviet
allies and clients.

In addition to the resumption of the arms deliverics,
the Kremlin sent out other signals that it was interest-
ed in mending fences with Baghdad. In April 1981,
Brezhnev-—for the first time since 1978-—sigaed the
annual message io the Iraqi leadership commemorat-

"ing the signing of the 1972 Friendship and Coopera-

tion Treaty. Shortly thereafter. the Soviets repaircd a
critical eleciric-generating facility in Irag damaged
during the war, and they signed a few new cconomiic
cooperation acreements.

Nonetheless. Soviet-lruqi political relations remained
chilly throughout the rest of 1981. Although Baghdad
scnt First Deputy Premier Ramadan o Moscow in
June. it remained suspicious of the Soviets. For
cxample. &

despite improved relations with Moscow. the
Soviets remained determined to destabilize Iraq.

© Ywere instructed to increase efforts to moni-
tor Soviet subversive activities.
claimed that Iragi officials beiicred Moscow was
using Syria to urge Tran 10 continie the war,

Mecanwhiie, the Kremlin piobably was ambivalent
about the course of political developments in fran. |t
publicly applauded the ouster in June 1958 of Prime
Minister Bani-Sadr. whom Moxcow considered anti-
Soviet and cupable of turning lrun back toward the
West, At the same time, it shed no tears aver the
Irumian cleries” crushing of the fslamic, leftist OppOsi-
ton - -the Mujahedin-c Khalg--in the summer and
carly il The Soviets had repeatedly eriticized the
Mujuhedin for refusing to unite with ather leftist
forces o fran and were especiaily skeptical of s

sremats o overthrow the Khomeivi regime by force.




But some Soviets recognized that the consolidation of
clerical control would not nccessarily benefit the
USSR. For example, {zvestiya political commentator
Alcksandr Bovin warned in an article in Junc 1981
and or a Moscow tclevision program in July that the
fundumentalist clerics who were becoming dominant
in Tehran were virulently anti-Soviet. *

Whatever reservations it had, however, Moscow con-
tinucd to court the Khonteini regime. When Iran's
new President, Prime Minister, and Foreign Minister
took office late in the summer of 1981, they. unlike
many of their predeccssors, did not speak out publicly
against the Sovicts. In addition, trade increased in
1981 to slightly above prerevolutionary levels, the two
countrics exchanged visits of various low-level delega-
tions, and Ambassador Vinogradov was granted a
number of mcctings with Iranian leaders. This period.
however. turncd out to be the calm before the storm.

Moscow Changes Course: March Through July 1982
In our judgment, the lifting of the arms embargo in
spring 1981 was cssentially a damage-limiting move
by Moscow. [1s previous policy. which had been morce
favorablc to fran, failed 1o produce benefits for the
Sovicts in Tehran and further damaged their already
poor standing in Baghdad. Ending the embargo.
however. slowed but did not reverse the deterioration
in Soviet-Iraqi tics, paruly because the Soviets contin-
ued Lo court Kbomeinti. 1t was not until the spring of
19%2 that the Krembhn began to move irom this policy
of cquidistance between the belligerents e one of
clear support for Iraq.

Iraq. The most umportant indicator of the Sovier tih
toward Baghdad was the conclusion ol «
major new arms contract—-the first since before the
war began. [

)

In pact because of these moves, political relstions with
Bachduad also began to improvefy

j Between March and June. the Soviets host-
cd vistts frgin the 1ragi Deputy Trade Minister and
Minister of [ndustry and from Deputy Prime Minister
Aziz. Luring the samie period. Traq received a number



of high-ranking East Europcan officials and the Chicl
of the Sovict Forcign Ministey’s Near East Depart-
ment, Oleg Grincvskiy—the highest tevel Soviet offi-
cial to visit Baghdad since before the war

In late May Moscow began praising Iraq’s publicly
expressed willingness to end the war. Moscow Radio.
for example, in a broadcast in Arabic on 21 Junc,
weclcomed Saddam's announcement that Iraq would
withdraw its troops from all Iranian tercitory, calling
it a “*positive step® that could lead to “ending the
bloody conflict as soon as possible.” The Soviets
supported the fraqi-inspired UN Security Council
resolution on 12 July calling for an immediate cease-
firec and withdrawal of forces to prewar boundaries.
Sovict media commentary on the major lranian offen-
sive at Basrah that began on 14 July—the first time in
the war that Iranian forces crossed inte fraq—--was
implicitly critical of Tehran and supportive of Bagh-
dad

Iran. Moscow's [rustration with the Khomeini re-
gime’s failure to respond to its continual overtures for
closcr rclations and with Tchran's-recurrent anti-
Sovict gestures was an important factor in the deci-
sion to tilt toward Iraq. The Sovicts began to voice
these frustrations publicly at about the same time this
tilt toward Iraq was becomiag cvtdent. On 9 March
1982 Pravda published an authoritative article by its
senior Third World commentator, Pavel Demchenko,
whvo lictod ia. etack detsil Moccow's gricvances against
franian poiicy toward the USSR. Demchenko charged
that there were “extreme right™ factions. opposed to
improving Sovict-lranian relations. operating around
the Ayatollah. He also warncd that criticism of the
Soviet presence in Afghanistan was ““futile”™ and that
Moscow would not withdraw itz troops until outside
intervention—-including interveation from Iranian
“soil”—endec

Sindicates Moscow intended this rmd to

scrve as a dcliberate waraing to Iran to cease its
stronger involvement in behall of Afghan.insurgents.

e
L

Sovict raedia criticism of lranian repression of the
Tudch also began to increasc. Such complaints, com-
mon in broadcasts of the National Voice of {ran
(NVOIl}—-the Baku-based Sovict radio station pur-
porting to be [ranian-—now began appearing morc
frequently in official Soviet media

Soviet Motivations. Vatious factors accounted for
this clear tilt toward {raq. In our judgment, probably
the most compelling was Moscow’s cencern over the
shift in the war’'s military balance toward fran. The
shift was occurring at a time when Moscow’s owa tics,
with Iran were [raving

Statements by Sovict officials indicate Moscow was
wary of an [runian victocy. lran’s impressive string of
triumphs on the battleficld beginning in Scptember
1981 made the threat of overalt viciory a reality. In
our judgment. the Kremlin probably thought an lrani-
an defeat of 1raq and cstablishment of a pro-lranian
regime in Baghdad would have undermined Sovict
influence in Iraq and strengthened the Khomeini
rcgime. making it cven less susceptible to Sovict
inroads. Furthermore, Mascow did 0ot waal 10 see an
anti-Soviet Iranian regime, whosz lslumic fanaticism
mighi potentially attract adherents among the
USSR's own 43 million Muslims. spreud ins influeace
bevand tranian borders

Soviet lcaders also probably fcared that a thecatened
teaq would accelerate its tura towuard the West,
China. and moderate Arabs. If Muscow would ot
come 10 its aid. Raghdad might even appeyl to
Washington stated
thatin carly May 1982 the CPSU Central Committee
Sccretariat did a study that concluded the United




Soviet Reassessment of the Iranian Revolution

An article inthe CPSU journal Kommunist (pub-
lished 21 the July 1982 issue but probably wristen
before May}is a landmark in the Soviets’ reassess-
ment of the Iranian revolution. It criticized the
Iranian clerics’ consolidation of power in the summer
of 1981 as a negative turning pcint in the revolution-
ary rocess. The author, Rostislav Ulyanovskiy, a
deputy chief of the CPSU Central Committee’s Inter-
national Department and one of the USSR's senior
experts on the Third World, stated that the triumph
of the fundamentalist clerics marked the end of the
revolution’s “genuinely people’s anti-imperialist™ na-
ture and the beginning of an “illusory’ quest for an
Islamic “third path’ between capitalism and social-
sm.

The article stated that the February 1979 revolution
was “bourgeois democratic,” and, with the right kind
of leadership. could have been turned in an “anti-
capitalist " (that is, pro-Soviet) direction. Unfortu-
nately, lamented Ulyanovskiy, the camplete triumph

of the Shiite clergy stused the revolution’s “progres-
sive” tendencies. In his words: ’

The more the new organization’s power with its
specifically Islamic features (10 which the ruling
clergy paid paramount attention) strengthened. the
more rapid!s the foundations of the revolution as u
truly people’s anti-imperialist and democratic rev-
olution were eroded. . .

Perhaps engaging in wishful thinking, Ulvanovskiy
claimed that the ciergy's policies were intensifving
the class struggle in Iran and suggested that “sharp
turnarounds in the future” were always possible. He
admitted, however, that the lefiwing forces in Iran
were in discrray. ’

The article, which had to have high-level authoriza-
tion to run in Kommunist, was a rationalization and.,
at the same time. a confirmation of the negative shift
in the Soviets' view of Khomeini's 1ran.

States had no interest ir sceing Iran invade Iraq. If
the Soviets believed this. they might have feared that
Washington, to prevent an Iranian victory, would take
steps that might boost US influence in.Baghdad. This
actioa could have left Moscow a pet koeer in Baghdad
at a ume when its relations with Tehran were deterio-
rsting.

The tlow the Isracli invasion of [.cbanon in Junc 1982
inflicted upon Sovict interests and credibility in the
Middle East also may have contributed to Moscow's
tilt toward [raq. The Soviets may have thought that,
if they did not increasc support to Baghdad, it would
appear to the Arab world that Moscow was failing all
its Arab partners. : '

All of this was occurring at a time when Moscow
concluded that the Iranian revolution was swinging to
the right and that, as long as Khomeini or his
supportcrs remained in power, Sovict influence in [ran
would remain minimal. The Soviets had comc 1o this

conclusion by spring 1982, as cvidenced by an author-
itative article in the CPSU journal in July (sce box)
and by ‘their increasingly frank media criticism of
Iranian anti-Sovietism indi-
cates that this public askscssment was alco neivatety
held He noted (hal.c c
} J lrznian opposition to the Soviet Union was deep
and strong. The Soviets also recognized that leftist
forces remaining in Iran were no match for the
clerical regime. stated that the Soviets
belicved the Iranian lefi™was so weak and disunited
that. even if the Khomeini regime collapsed. the left
probably would be unable to seize power.

The Soviets apparently concluded. morcover, that

Iranian hatred of the United States was still strong.
‘J in spring 1982 the Soviets

betieved fran would remain hostile to the United




States for 2 long time. Although the Sovicts probably
remained “about a potential improvement in tics
with the UnRed Staics, they evidently thought that a
Soviet tilt toward [raq would not produce an immedi-
ate move by Tchran back toward the United States.

Since Basrab: Intensification of the Tilt

The improvement in the USSR’s ties with fraq and
deterioration in its relations with Iran have acecler-
ated since Iranian forces first crossed into [raq at
Basrah in July 1982.

The War. While maintaining an official stance of
ncutrality, Moscow has become increasingly critical
both publicly and privately of Iran’s refusal to consid-
cr a negotiated scttlement. The Soviets in October
1982 again voted for an Iraqi-inspired UN Sccurity
Council resolution calling for a ccase-fire. Iraqi For-
cign Ministry ofﬁcizls.e

The Sovicts also have begun (o confront the franians

on the war more directly and authoritdtively in pri- ' -

vate. s .. -

: ]
Gromyko rcccived the Iranian and Iraqi cnvoys to
Moscow scparately on 5 March 1983

Gromyko stated in no uacertain
terms 10 the tranian Charge the USSR's desire for a

quick end to the war. In r 7

==
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The Iranians have responded with hacsher pubtic -
criticism of Moscow's stance on the war. The regime-
sponsored Tehran newspaper Ettelaiar blasted the
Sovicts in latec December for allowing [raq to usc
Sovict-made missiles in an attack on Dezful. At a
Friday prayer service in January, Spcaker of the
Iraniaa Majlis Rafsanjani accuscd the **Western and
Eastern supcerpowers™ of providing arms that aliow
Iraq to continuc the war. Ayatollah Mcshkini was
cven morc bluat in the Friday prayer scrvices in Qom
on 25 February, when he claimed that Moscow had
“spared no cffort in assisting our cnemy.” which had
“'caused the deaths of our dear youths.” Subsequent
fraqi missiic attacks on Deczful and other Iranian
cities in April and May brought sharp condemnations
of Moscow by the clerical leaders.

Ocher Frictions Witk Iran. The USSRs rclations
with lran have become 1acreasingly strained over a
host of other matters in addition to the war. The
Khomeini regime, as it had in 1980, allowed Afghan
rcfugees 10 march or tiic Sovict Embassy in Tehran
on the 27 December 1982 anaiversary of the Soviet
invasion. They tore down and burned the Soviet flag
flying over the Embassy's front gate. Moscow filed an
official protest, but the Iranian Forcign Ministry
nublicly eandaned the attack on thc Embassy hy
suggesting it was ,ustificd by thc USSR's occupation
of Muslim Afghanistan.

The Sovicts have shown increasing concern over Teh-
ran"s 3id to the Afghan insurgeats and arc row
publicly and digegtly criticizing the Khomcini regime
over the issurt‘c'f ’ o

—
. __Jr\l(hough wic stalements were

clearly overdramatized for cffect. Moscow's worrics
on this score arc genuine.




Maoscow has :ivo protested a scrics of Iranian mcas-
ures to restrict and-harass Sovict activitics (\ -

L )

_

[ he most tclling indicators of the depths to which
Sovict-Iranian rclations have sunk, however, have
been Tchran's arrest of the Tudch's leaders, dissolu-
tion of the party. and cxpulsion of 18 Sovict dipinmars
in May 1983. Tudch General Sccretary Kianur: and
other party members werce arrested by the Khomeini

s

forcign policics. Gromyko, however. in his specch to 3
session of the Supreme Sovie: in mid-Junc. itaplicitly
warncd Tchran that the USSR wauld respond in kind

government on 6 February on charges of spying (or
the KGB. Moscow lodged an official protest and
called. thus far unsugcesslully, for their releasc. In
lutc April and carly May. Kianuri and other Tudch
lcaders “conlessed.” on franian teclevision 1o being
aegents of the USSR, intent upon overthrowing the

to #ny future yalriendly Iranian ucts.

Expanding Military Ties With fraq. 1n contrast 1o
sharply detertorating relations with Iran. Moscow's
rclations with Iraq.have been continually improving.
Both sides” public chetoric has reflected this. Groma -

ko. during the same mid- June speech in which he
criticized Tean, stated that fraq and the USSR “arc
linked by relations of fricadship.” Ia an cacly July
interview with 2 Freach newspaper. Saddam lauded
the fraqi-Sovict “rapprochement.”™ The most concrete
indicators of the rapprochement. however. ure the
hcavy Now of Soviet weapons o Iraq und the cunclu-
Sioa of 3 major acw arms deal r' :

clerical regime. On 4 Mav the goverament dissolved
the pariy. 1 move Khomeini endorsed publicfy . The
samc day Tchran expellcd 18 Sovict diplomats—closc
o half the officially accredited Sovict diplomats in
{ran-—for interfering in {ran’s internal affaics.

Moscow’s responsc 1o the May actioas was restraincd.
limited 10 private and mcdia protests and the symbolic
cxpulsion of three lranian diplomats. This restraint
refllects the Kremlin's urwillingness 1o write off Iran
wotally and possibly a belicf that dissolving the Tudch
had miocc to do with {ranian interaal thun with

The fruaians aanounced in lutc June that Tchraa Uaiversay wus
ccupcning the haipital 3ad ecnzmung it ufter Kuchuk Khan Jungul,
whune ccbelliva apainst the Shuh's Cathee 1a the caels 19205,
franian redin aated. 1aded whea the Sineces withdrew their
~uppact
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Among the weapons delivered i 194 - e, Sovigtarms aleste Tew o
C_ TFFighier aircea T sace the wiee began huve niee o mpaoriant coniTi-
4 bution e irag’s abilin tocures on the wir, Neverthe-
lesss Saviet arma represeat oaly aac-ixth of Bagh-

Dhclicumcr& did’s totui purchases since the war started isee tabler
= Over anks same of which were the Bughdad hus contracted 1or S1i hillag from Western
tmproved model cquipped with Lser rangclingers. countries and an :-ddi:iun.n}E j from China
© Hundreds o surfaee-o-iir missles and rockets, soce the wir began. Trag's furchiases From Betpine
undaubiedIs are particalariy palling to Moo \




2q: Arms Purchnsc_s, 1977—Junec 1983
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Has Andropov Made a D{fference?

Brezhnev was still ar the helm when the Soviets
decided in the spring of i982 1o alter their policy
toward lran and Iraq. However, Andropev's rise to
the top of the Soviet party began at around the same
time. Alihough we do not know his role in this change
in policy. as KGB8 chief and a Politburo member, he
undoubtedly kud a say in the matter. The fact thct
his regime has pursuzd it even more vigorously
suggests that he supported the change.

The increasingly pro-Iraqi tilt, together with other
information, suggests that Andropov may be more
inclined to support [raq and less convinced of oppor-
tunities for the Soviets in [ran than was Brezhnev.
Andropov has not pubiicly expressed his views on
fran, but 1zvestia commentator Alek andr Bovin,
reportedly one of his advisers, has been a critic of the

clerical regime. Furthermore, we know c-

23 that the KGB. while Andrapov
was (s chief. had a low regard for the left’s political
prospects in Iran and was deeply concerned by both
anti-Soviet and allegedly pro-US sentiment within
the clerical leadershiy ’

There is some evidence that the lraqis believe Andro-
pov has made a difference. The Iraqi delegation that
visited Moscow in December 1982, ’ -
came away with the impression
thai ~adropov’s rezime is much more sympathetic 1o
Iraq’s interests than was Brezhnev's. The chief of the
US Interests Section in Baghdad noted in February
1983 that Iraqi officials have made similar remarks

- 7
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The Soviets may also have moved to help Iraq by
urging Svria to reopen the fraui pipcline that crosses

1N territor
A2 .

fin late March, however,

that the Syrians had refuseé

1o Westerners

{u addition to military supply activity, there have
been some reports that Soviet military advisers have
heorme moare axctrve m provdmye fragq with combat
advice and assistance

has reported that Soviet military officers outlined
tactical plans for lraq during the April 1953 buattle
alone the Doveyrich River fron:

} has claimed that Soviet pilots are
Mying Iraqi MIG-25s, 2lthough nct on operational
reconnaissance or combat missions over franian terri-

tory. Although none of these reports have been con-
firmed and we doubt that Sovicts arc actually fighting '
Iranians, wc think” Moscow may have increased its
advisory cffort
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Limitations to the Soviet-Iraqi Rapprochement

Some important constraints will limit the improve-
ment in Soviet-Iraqi relations. First, great mutual
distrust still exists between Moscow and Saddam. The
Soviets have not forgotten Saddam’s execution of
Iraqi Communists in 1978 and his continuing tight
restrictions on CPI activity in Iraq. Although numer-
ous sources reported that Saddam released some CPI
members from jail in late spring 1982—some sources
claim the relcase was quid pro quo for the April arms
deal—the CPI still does not operate openly in fraq. As
recently as 14 June, Saddam publicly condecmned the
CPl. Moscow also ré€mains wary of Baghdads in-
creasing military, economic, and political contacts
with China and Western powers.

Saddam apparently still deeply rescnts Moscow's
arms embargo carly in the war. This seatiment is
never far irom the surface in his public statcments on
relations with the Soviets. He also continues ia these
statements to chastise Moscow on various issues. An
article in the Ba'th Party newspaper in mid- August
criticized the USSR s foreign policy, sparking a Sovi-
et rejoinder and an lragi counter-rejoinder

Second, the Soviets have to weigh the effects of a fuil
rapprochement with Baghdad on their ties with Syria.
They will want to avoid antagonizing President
Assad, their most important ally in the Middle East
and a strong supporter of Iran, by developing oo close
a relationship with his archenemy . Saddam Husayvn.
Optimally. of course. Moscow would like to sce
Bashdad and Damascus mend fences. J
Gromyko ex-

pr.csscd the hope E

W *

nlhal Iraq and Syria would
end’their mutual hostility. but he was at a loss as to
how this would be accomplished. As noted carlicr,
there are unconfirmed rcports that Moscow has un-
succcssfully sought Syrian agreement to reopen the
Iraqi pipeline.

In asking Damascus to modcratce its policy toward
Iraq, the Kremlin is likely 1o arguc that such a change
would foster Arab unity and lurc Iraq back into the
radical Arab foid. The Soviets” apparent failure to
push Syria more forcefully, howcver., indicates the
value they put on their ties with Damascus.

Third. and most important. we believe Moscow still
coasiders [ran moce important geopolitically thaa
{raq. if for no other reason than that the USSR and
Iran share a border of more than 1,500 miles (and
Iran, in addition, borders Afghanistan). The Khomer-
ni regime’s virulent anti-Americanism and its growing
tics to radical Third World regimes serve Soviet
interests. Moscow will want to be careful not to tilt so
far toward Baghdad that it convinces some lranian
teaders 10 rethink their hostility toward the United
Stuatces

.»'\hhougc_ )slul.cs that. as of spring 1982,
Moscow believed fran would remain hostile to the
United States for a long time, Iran’s improving ties
with Western Europe and Jupan appear to be giving
Moscow second thoughts. A Soviet Foreivn Miaicry
offictul. for example. expressed concert t

ty



C Jin February 1983 that Iran is in-
Cicdsugay wrmng (0 Western technology and that its
leaders werc at heart oriented toward the Western
cconomic system. This is apparently lcading Moscow
to think that better ties with Washington could com:
next. A senior Pravda editor, for example, voiced
suspicion of alleged US encouragement of South
Korean military sales to Iran

in June. The same theme .. military contacts with
Iran has been appearing more frequently in Soviet
scholarly and media articles. Krasnaya Zvezda. for
example, claimed on 8 Junc that ths United States is
providing Iran arms via Israc)

F

A

The Soviets sent Safronchuk. Chief of the Forecign
Ministry’s Middle East Department. to Tehran on 5
April. He is one of the highest level Soviet officials to
visit Iran since the revolution. The Iraniane

Dee Ny visit, OCS[)I(C‘(I’\C tuach
cpisode ana cxpulsion of diplomats, there have been
somc additional small signs-—such as the resumption
of Acroflot flights to Tchran—that the Soviets and
Iranians are not interested in a total break in rcla-
tions.

Moscow also continues to selt limited amounts of
military cquipment 1o Iran l :

D:\ud. as neted, Tehran

cweriiaucy WU ODLLIN DOvICE nuhitary cquipmcm from
countries such as Bulguria, Polund. and Czechousiova-
kia almost certainly with Moscow's appronad

13
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If the Stalemate Continues. The cou rsc of the war
will have a major effect on Soviet policy toward Iran
and lraq over the next year

A prolongation of the stalemate on the battlefield is
the most likely scenario. A major Iranian break-
through is now only a very slim possibility. Tehran's
fundamental disadvantages in materiel have become
obvious as the Iraqis have stabilized the {ront and
bolstered their defensive fortifications. Chances are
almost as slim that fran and Iraq will settle the war at
the ncgotiating table. Despite Iraq’s declarcd willing-
ness to settle the war peacefully and growing weari-
ness of war in Iran. Khomeini's hatred of Saddam
impels him 10 accept nothing less than the Iraqi
lcader’s ouster. (ram’s mvost likely course of action is w0
fight a war of aurition coupled with increased subver-
sion, hoping thereby to erode Iraqi morale. further
strin lraq’s economy. and eventually bring aboui the
overthrow of Saddan

Although the Soviets did not welcome the war and
have persistently called for the conflict’s end. both
publicly and privately, they have learned 10 live with
1t and can continue 10 do so indefinitely as long as
ncither side gains a decisive military advantage. The
Soviets do not want 1o write off cither fran or Iraq.
For at Icast the next year, however, Moscow, whilc
probably attempting 10 stabilize rclations with Tch-
ran, is almost certain 10 continue pursuing a policy
more {avorable 10 Baghdad. As lorg as Khomneini and
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his supporters remain in power, Lhe Sovicts stand little
_chance of increasing their influence in Iran. The
Sovicts have alrcady improved their relations with ~
Baghdad and may bcelieve that their arms sales will
inccecasc Iraqi dependence on the USSR and cventual-
Iy translate into Sdvict leverage.

Uf the War Ends. Although the Sovicts consistently
have called for an end to the war. they probably would
view its cessation zs a2 mixed blessing.

The Soviets probably would welcome an end 10 2
major and unpredictable war on thcir border that
could redound to the United States® benefit. A peace-
ful settlement would:

Reduce the significance of one of the prime irritants
in Sovict-Iranian relations---Moscow's weapons
sales to Baghdad.

Probably make the Persian Guif states less nerbous
about Iranian cxpansionism. which would decrease
their need and willingness to cooperate militarily
with the United States.

Result in probably greater contributions from lran
and fruq to the struggle against Isracl, thereby
strengthening the pro-Soviet radical Arab statces.
Possibly improve the prospects for a rapprochement
between Baghdad and Damascus

Arn end to the war, however. would also carry poten-
tial liabtlities for the Kremlin:

* lraq. without as acule a need for weaponry, might
accelerate its dwversification of weapons supplicrs
and become lcss dependent on Moscow. Saddam
might then have a freer hand to resume his cffort 1o
distance lraq from the USSR.

fraq would probably improve its relations with the
Cnited States. Saddam, for example. has stated
publicly that full diplomatic relations witl be re-
established as soon as the war cnds.

Although a dramatic improvement in Iranian tics
with Washington is a remote possibility. Moscow
might worry that the absence of the unifyving factor
of the war could weaken the prescat fundamientalist
regime. Moscow may be concerned that in these
circumstances more pragmatic clerics. who ire not
as averse o deaiing with the United States, would
giin the upper hand.

15

e [ran migh: have a freer hand to i_ncrcasc its aid to
Afghan insurgeats.

The Soviets lhmk it unlikely lha( peace ncgorfalmnq
will. bcgm any time soon. r‘

A senior Sovict Mid8Te
Eustein SpCIallsT s el ©n Soviet television on
30 July that there is “"no end to thc war yet in sight.”

Mascow, however, is likely to probe Iran’s position to
scc if the costs of continued stalemate might move it
1o agree 10 ncgotiations and possibly 10 Sovie: media-
tion. Although Iranian suspicions of the USSR make
a Soviet role of honest broker unlikely. it would be the
most damaging sccnario from the US point of view. A
role for the USSR in mediation—-akin to that which it
played between India and Pakistan at Tashkent in
1965—would be a substantial boost 1o its objective of
becoming a major plaver in the Middle East. not to
mention to its standing with both Iran and lraq.

Moscaw will try to cnsurc that pro-Soviet Third
World states rather than US friends. such as Turkey
and Pakistan, play ccatral roles in any mediation.
Early in the war. for cxample. the Soviets backed a

,mcdmuon eflfort ol' the Nonasligned Movement led b\

Cuba.

The war’s end almost ceriainty also would ¢ accom-
panicd by intensified Soviet cfforts to improve bilater-
al ties with both Iran and lraq. probably threugh
arms sales, cconomic deals. and increased political
contacts. Moscow. in addition. is likely to work
through both diplomatic mcuns and active measures
to try to sustain Iran’s hostility toward the United
States und to forestall u significant upturn in US-
Iraqi relations.
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Appendix

Chronology of Soviet Policy To_ward lran and Iraq, 1980-83

Datc

980
22 September.
Late Septembes
October

Occember

1981
Spring

Junc

Juac through
Scotzmber

September

October through
Nervermrher

1982
March

April

June

Junc through Augu;(
July

Iraq invades [ran.

Major Events

Soviets and Syrians sign Trcaty

°r_FfiC_‘ldjhiP__§F‘d Ct_)op_:ralign.

First mujor tranian victory at
Abadun.
{ranian victory at Bostan.

Iranian victory at Shush-
Dezfut.

Battle of Khorramshahr begins.

franians wia battle of Khor-
ramshahe: they push lraqis out
of all but smaft pockets of frani-
an territory.

Warin Lebanon.

lexntans cross lragi burder for
first time in major buttle of the
wur at Bacra,

lean

Sovicts embargo arms deliverics.

)
Afghan refugees in lran, demon-
strating on {irst anniversary of
Sovict invasica of Afghanistan, in-
flict minor damage on Sovict
Embassy in Tchran.

Soviets iift arms embargo.
Iranians and Soviets agree on some
minor arms deals.

Iranian Primec Ministcr Bani-Sads
Nees country: wave of Mujahedia
assassinations of lranixn lcaders;

Ptesident Khamenci and Prime
Minister Musavi assume power.

Sovict Ambassader Vinogradov
leaders.

Authoritztive Pravda article lists
Sovict gricvanccs against lran.
Soviet troaps operating against
Afghan insurgcnts cross f-xnian
berder far firse time.

Soviets begin pubiicly criticizing
Iran’s stance on the war,

Landmuck article in the CPSU
ivurnal Kuniniunise criticizes the
Khomcini regime.

Iraq

Deputy Premier Azir visits Moscaw,
Sovicts embargo arms deliveries.

L
J

Sovicts lift arms embargo.

First Deputy Premier Ramadan visits
Mascow.

Soviets and leagis sign first ncw arme
deal- & J sioce
war began.

Olcg Grinevskiy, Chief of Forcign
Ministry’s Near East Departnient, vis-
its Baghdad. He is the highest tevel
Sovict official (o call since the war
begun.

Soviets begin publicly pruising lraqs
stated willingness to end the war.

A2 visity Moscow.

Sovicts suppoet lragi-tnspized UN
Sccurity Council resvlution calling foe
tmmediute cease-fice and withdrawul
to prewar bounduries.

e




Chronology of Soviet Policy Toward Iran and Iraq, 1980-83 (continued)

Datwc

August

Scptember
October

November

Dccember

1963
January

Icbruary

Murch

Ancil

Mas

. Major Events

Iraqi defenses at Basca hold
aad franian offcnsive fails. )
Froat stabilizes.

Beczhnev dics and Andtopo;r
becomes CPSU leader.

franians” first Doveyrich River
offensive fails with hcavy
casualues.

Sccond Doveyrich River offen-
sive stalls >fier early gains.

No major battles. Icanians

adopt “warc of attrition” strate-

ey of consiant, but Himited,
probes at surious points atong
the front. leaq sters up its aic
attacks on [raniaa citics. <hip-
ping and oil facilitics.

lran

Sewict< and [ranians sig
Jam_:.s'dal‘ . ©
Uemonstrators in Tchran bura the
Sovict Embassy flag on the aani-
wersacy of the Soviet invusion of
Alghanistan; Moscow lodges offi-
. ci_a!.pm(cl.

Soviets protest Iranians” cxpulsion
of 2 TASS correspondert. _
Tudeh lcader Kiznuri and ocher

Tuden members are arrcsted on
charges of spying for the KGR.

lranians closc down a Suvict-cun
hospital in Tchean.

Tudeh lcaders make “coalcssioas™
©on lranian tclevision of spying foc
Soviets

Tudch is dissolved.
tran expels 1K Soviet diploman for
tics with Tudch and inteefcreace in

Iranian internal affairs.

The USSK expels three (ranian
diplomats in retafiation.

Gremyka mects with the new leani-
an Ambussador to the USSK.

fraq

Soricts support another Iraqi-inspired

ccasc-fire resolution in the UN
Security Couacil. .

R<:r‘nszzn. A-zix.. and Army .C.ni.d .of

Staff Shanshal visit Moscow and ncgo-

tiate 2 major arms deal.

Shaashal makes followup visit to
Moscow.

[

(-

A 712 wravels 10 Mocow 10 work o
payment for iragi arms pichases.

]

Sovicts agree to 2ccept eaqi and Saudi

oil for arms.
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Chronology of Soviet Policy Toward Iran and Iraq, 1980-83 (continued)

Date Major Events fran

Gromyko. addressing sessioa of
Supreme Soviet, criticizes fran’s
cxpulsion of Sovict diplomats and
warns that the USSR s policy 10-
ward Iran will be bascd upon Teh-
ran’s actions.

Juﬁé

July Irzn 1acnches attack in the
Kurdistan arca in the northern
sector of the border.

August fran protests to Moscow and Kabul
over alicged bombing by Soviet or
Afghan jets of [ranian village near
the Afghan border.

lraq

’ gad(.hm Huny-n condemns lraqi Com-

munist Party in interview with ltalian
journalists.

Gromyko, addressing scesion of Su-
preme Sovict, says USSR and lraq arc
“linked by relations of l_’ricﬁdihip."
Saddam lauds the Sovict-lraqi “rap-
prochement™ in interview with French
journalist.

Ariz makes another trip to Moscow
{(ifth since war begany.

Sovicts and [ragis snipc at cach other
in their media.




